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THE NEW BIBLE AND THE OLD. 

IN REPLY TO PROFESSOR GREEN. 

WHEN the editor of The Monist extended to me his invitation 
to report upon the Polychrome Bible, and to acquaint the 
educated American public with the methods and aims of this stu- 
pendous undertaking, he intimated from the very beginning his 
intention of obtaining a presentation of the case from the opposing 
side, and of soliciting some representative of the so-called positive 
theology for the expression of his views in the matter. The an- 
nouncement that Professor Green, of Princeton, had declared him- 
self willing to undertake this task filled me with the liveliest satis- 
faction ; for Professor Green enjoys with us also a high reputation 
as an apologist, and his writings on the Hebrew Feasts and the 
Higher Criticism of the Pentateuch have long since been translated 
into German. The editor regarded it as a matter of course that I 
should then enter the lists a second time in defence and further 
substantiation of my views ; I so promised, and I am now prepared 
to redeem my promise. But let me say right at the outset that I 
have no hope whatever of convincing my esteemed colleague from 
Princeton. The shafts that I or any other man can aim will rattle 
harmlessly against his mailed breast, and say what I may, it is sure 
to be "out of sympathy with the teachings of the Bible from be- 
ginning to end." But perhaps after all it will not be an altogether 
bootless and uninstructive task to take this opportunity of explain- 
ing again the methods and means by which the biblical apologists 
and harmonists accomplish their work. 

It might appear as it the difference existing between Professor 
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Green and myself were not a great one. He solemnly repudiates the 
imputation of being "a foe to biblical criticism"; on the contrary, 
he is "an earnest believer in the right and the duty of the most 
thorough and searching inquiry into the origin, the authorship, the 
trustworthiness and the general character of the books of the Bible. 
Any light that can be thrown upon these subjects from whatever 
quarter is to be welcomed." He is also desirous of knowing "the 
truth and the whole truth"; and he is additionally of the opinion 
that " the sacredness attached to any volume by ourselves or others 
is no bar to the most rigorous investigation of everything connected 
with it." These are principles that the most advanced critics will 
cheerfully indorse, and in which they will discover their own ideals 
incarnate. But what are the conclusions to which Professor Green 
is led by these principles? How does he apply them? 

The following paragraph in which Professor Green sets forth 
the principles of his criticism of the Pentateuch are thoroughly 
characteristic in this regard. He says : 

"If we have trustworthy testimony reaching back to the time 
when books claim to have been written, and we find that they have 
been uniformly referred to the date and the author which they as- 
sert for themselves, and if moreover they are in accord with their 
alleged origin and surroundings, we have the strongest possible 
reason for believing that their statements concerning themselves 
ire true. This is the impregnable base upon which the genuine- 
ness of the Mosaic legislation and the Mosaic writings rests. And 
the speculations of the modern scholars cannot unsettle it." 

All this is very well. And if the case actually were as it is here 
represented we critics should be championing a hopeless cause. 
But let us look at the facts a little more closely. Granting that 
we have trustworthy testimony reaching back to the time when the 
books claim to have been written, when, let us ask, does the Pen- 
tateuch claim to have been written? It itself, at least as a whole, 
never once asserts the claim of having been written by Moses, and 
even the ancient Church was well aware of this and openly acknowl- 
edged it. Junilius Africanus in his celebrated Instituta regularia 
divince legis cites the Pentateuch as an instance of a book whose 
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author was not known ex titulis et procemiis, nor even ex titulis solis, 
but merely ex traditione veterum. Nay, the Pentateuch does not 
even raise the claim to having been written by a contemporary of 
Moses. In what passages does the author refer to himself as hav- 
ing been an eye-witness? The book is a narrative merely, the 
author of which never so much as betrays by a single syllable that 
he is reporting events in which he himself was a participant. And 
where in the wide world have we so much as a single jot of "trust- 
worthy testimony reaching back to the time of Moses"? At most 
it can be nothing more than the Pentateuch itself, and that upon 
the express supposition that the Pentateuch is the work of Moses. 
And whence, pray, have we obtained our information regarding the 
surroundings and the time, or regarding the alleged origin? In 
spite of the clay tablets of Tell-el-Amarna, and in spite of all the 
excavations of the Egyptologists and the Assyriologists, that in- 
formation has again been drawn wholly and solely from the Penta- 
teuch on the assumption of its authenticity. In a word, believing 
on the strength of a tradition which is absolutely unverifiable that 
the Pentateuch was written by Moses, we construct on the basis of 
the Pentateuch a picture of the surroundings and the epoch of 
Moses ; and then for the naturally good and sufficient reason that 
the Pentateuch is in accord with this picture, it is concluded that 
we possess in this agreement an "impregnable base for its genuine- 
ness. " If that is not a veritable gem of the cir cuius vitiosus, there 
was never a science of logic. And I learn with the utmost satis- 
faction of the admission made by Professor Green that the "genu- 
ineness of the Mosaic legislation and Mosaic writings" rests on this 
base, for in that event we critics have for the present nothing to 
unlearn. 

This is the way the case stands with the "base." Let us now 
see how it stands with the superstructure. Professor Green's canon 
reads : " It is only necessary for the reader to put himself in sym- 
pathy with the writer to find all plain and natural. " Verily, Diffi- 
cile est satiram -non scribere ! If a person is bent on believing and 
blindly accepting everything he reads, assuredly there can be no 
room for contradictions and differences of opinion. 
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Professor Green censures us critics — for it is the point of view 
and not the person that is involved — with undertaking "to measure 
ancient records by modern ideas," whereas it should really be our 
duty "to apply the standard of the ancient writer." We critics 
proceed, I admit, on the assumption that a biblical author when he 
says a actually means a, and in our turn we charge the apologists 
with applying to biblical things a standard made of India rubber 
which admits of being stretched or contracted to suit the emer- 
gencies of the individual case, with the result that what an author 
has written as a is sometimes taken to be -ia and sometimes — . 

Z 

As the first effusion of my subjective bias and of my incompe- 
tency to apply biblical standards, Professor Green contests the 
conclusions which I have drawn from the data given in Genesis re- 
garding the ages of the patriarchs ; and he contends that for an 
author who suffered his characters to live to the age of one hundred 
and eighty years, seventy-one years, and one hundred years were 
altogether different periods of time from what they are in the case 
of men who normally live to be only eighty years of age. But what 
shall be said to this when it is learned from Genesis xi. 14-17, that 
Salah, who lived 422 years in all, begot his first son at 30 years of 
age, and that Eber, who lived 464 years in all, begot his first son at 
the age of 34? By Professor Green's standard, this would be tanta- 
mount to saying that with us a boy of six could become a father. 

And is my estimate of Abraham's hundred years really un- 
biblical? If there was ever a man with a blind faith in the trust- 
worthiness of the Old Testament traditions, it was the Apostle 
Saint Paul ; and has Professor Green never read carefully the 
Epistle to the Romans? Saint Paul there says, Romans iv. 19, 
" He considered not his own body now dead when he was about an 
hundred years old." I take it that the words "his body now dead" 
are unmistakable. If the Apostle Paul was not competent to meas- 
ure biblical things by biblical standards, then surely we critics 
may be excused for not being able to do so. 

But the affair assumes a more critical aspect still. Even 
Professor Green's Moses does not do him the favor of thinking by 
biblical standards. For what does he himself recount after God 
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had announced to the ninety-nine year old Abraham the birth of 
Isaac? "Then Abraham fell upon his face and laughed, and said 
in his heart : shall a child be born unto him that is an hundred 
years old?" (Genesis xvii. 17.) Who has reasoned by Bible stand- 
ards in this case, Professor Green or I? In a word, to avoid being 
compelled to admit that the narrative in Genesis xxv. 1-4 does not 
stand in its proper place in our present Pentateuch, Professor 
Green gives the Apostle Paul, nay even Moses himself, the lie. 
Certainly, one cannot ask for more. Instinctively the saying of 
Lessing is suggested to us of the "enchanted oesophagi" of those 
apologists and harmonists "who are fain frequently to strain at a 
drop of pure milk and will bolt without wincing pound-weights of 
flinty pebble." 1 

I have also no conception of the methods of the ancient writ- 
ers. "The Professor overlooks the common usage of good writers 
to subordinate exact chronological sequence to clearness of narra- 
tive." That the writing of history and the writing of chronicles are 
two altogether different things I am perfectly aware, as I am also 
that the pragmatic historian is not always able to adhere mechani- 
cally to the exact chronological sequence. But in connexion with 
what event does Professor Green make his strictures ? In connex- 
ion with my interpretation of Genesis xxxviii. We read in Genesis 
(xxxviii. 1) "And it came to pass at that time that Judah went down 
from his brethren," etc. Now, for a "good writer" "that time" 
is the time of which he is speaking, namely, in the present case, 
the time when Joseph was sold into Egypt (Genesis xxxvii. 36). 
God forfend! replies Professor Green; at that time Judah had 
long since parted from his brothers, had married the daughter of 
the Canaanite, Shuah, had had three sons by her, and of these 
three sons had already lost Er and Onan who had grown to man- 
hood : only "the affair of Judah and Tamar and the birth of her 
children" came "to pass at that time"; and he who is of a differ- 
ent opinion "overlooks the common usage of good writers." But 
unfortunately, in all the preceding narratives Judah is reported to 

1 See G. E. Lessing, Eine Duflik under FUnfter Wider sfruch. 
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be with his brothers: the Judah who in Genesis xxxvii. 12 et seq., 
was feeding his father's flocks at Shechem and Dothan together with 
his brothers, had not yet parted from his brothers, had not yet 
married an Adullamite, and had not yet a flock of his own at Tim- 
nath. These are facts, and "the common usage of good writers" is 
powerless to alter one jot or tittle of them ; and the conclusions to 
be necessarily drawn from them are consequently all substantiated. 

The problem presented in Genesis xlvi. is also not so easily 
disposed of. Scriptura scripturae interpres, is an old principle of 
Protestant theology. When in Deut. x. 22 Moses himself says : 
"Thy fathers went down into Egypt with three score and ten 
persons"; when it is narrated in Genesis xlvi. 5-7, that Jacob set 
forth with his entire household for Egypt ; when the list in Genesis 
xlvi. 8 begins with the words: "And these are the names of the 
children of Israel which came into Egypt"; when the number of 
souls in each particular group is given, and at the end seventy 
souls are obtained as the total, surely one is compelled to assume 
that the author of this list intended to enumerate the seventy souls 
of which the migration of Jacob into Egypt was composed. But 
if the list fails to fulfil these requirements, which Professor Green 
himself concedes, then to my way of thinking we certainly pay the 
Bible more respect by assuming that this fragment was the result 
of an attempt subsequently made to particularise by name the 
number of souls which tradition had handed down, than we do by 
entrenching ourselves behind the statement that the list is "sub- 
stantially accurate" and resting content with the assertion that the 
persons here named were actual descendants of Jacob, and had 
actually been in Egypt. 

In this I have not mentioned another important difficulty at 
all. The women too certainly belonged to the "souls" referred to, 
and verse 7 expressly mentions "the daughters and the sons* 
daughters" of Jacob along with his sons and grandsons. Nay, 
the person who has read Deut. x. 22, without reference to Exodus 
i. 5, would be naturally led to think that the wives also were in- 
cluded in the count, for it is hardly to be expected that the sons of 
Jacob were all widowers or that they took only their children with 
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them into Egypt and left their wives behind them in Canaan. And 
even by the standard of Exodus i. 5 it is scarcely likely that Asher 
alone of all the sons of Jacob had a daughter ; yet besides Dinah, 
whom from Genesis xxxiv we know to be the daughter of Jacob 
and of Leah, the list mentions Sarah, the daughter of Asher, only. 
It seems, in fact, to be the fate of the apologists that they should 
be bent solely on rescuing the letter by a hair's breadth in the indi- 
vidual case, quite unconcerned as to whether they are not thereby 
working irreparable injury to other passages. On this point, as a 
"harmony of waxen noses" 1 Lessing in the connexion above cited 
has uttered some extremely pertinent remarks. 

I have also to number among the apologetic subterfuges of this 
character, the desperate course which Professor Green takes when, 
in endeavoring to escape the uncomfortable conclusions of the 
text, he declares the entire chronological and genealogical concep- 
tion of Genesis v. and xi., to be "a mistaken interpretation," and 
would take the words : "Shem begat Arphaxad ; Arphaxad begat 
Salah; Arphaxad begat Eber, etc. " to mean: "Shem had a son 
who was the ancestor of Arphaxad, etc." In doing this, he places 
himself not only at direct variance with the unmistakably lucid 
tenor of the text, but also with the entire Jewish and Christian tra- 
dition. For granting even the possibility of such a conception of 
biblical genealogies, still Professor Green overlooks the fact that 
the two genealogies in question are distinguished from the remain- 
ing biblical genealogies by a specifically characteristic mark. Why 
is the age mentioned each time at the birth of the first-born? Is 
there any interest, either from the point of view of soteriology or 
of biology, in knowing how old Arphaxad was at the birth of Salah 
or one of his forefathers, or how old Salah was at the birth of Eber 
or one of his forefathers? Surely, no other intention could have 
been predominant here than that of constructing a consistent and 
flawless chronology. 

Considering Professor Green's rigid adherence to the letter, 
and the possibilities of interpretation of which the language in 

*In German "a waxen nose" means generally something elastic and pliable. 
—Ed. 
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question admits (for the two Hebrew words "ij>: and *pi are really 
equivocal and indeterminate), I am unable to furnish him positive 
proof that the Ishmael of Genesis xxi. 14 et seq., cannot be regarded 
as a young man of seventeen years or that the Benjamin of Genesis 
xlii to xlv cannot be considered as the father of a family and well 
along in the thirties. The person who does not feel and believe 
this, simply does not feel and believe it. But when Professor Green 
points out that I myself acknowledge Benjamin to have been far 
along in the thirties at this period, this is of course to be taken as 
applying only to the chronology of the priestly narrative, and under 
no circumstances to the expositions of the Jahvists and Elohists. 

I am not at all disposed to place so low an estimate upon what 
the " superficial reader " (I had almost said the unprejudiced reader) 
thinks on reading the Bible. If, for example, the "superficial 
reader" of Genesis on reading the passages xxv. 7-10 and xxxv. 
28-29, — an d these are precisely the passages with which the "su- 
perficial reader " is supposably concerned, — should ask how it could 
be possible that the Ishmael who had long previously been cast 
forth from his father's house, and was dwelling in the desert on the 
boundary of Egypt, and the Isaac who had long previously taken 
up his habitation in Beerlahai-roi, should suddenly make their ap- 
pearance at the burial of Abraham in Hebron, I should be exceed- 
ingly curious to know what reply Professor Green would make to 
the question. 

And while we are upon the Pentateuch, I shall dispose of the 
remaining problems at issue here, at once. 

Considering the facts (and I take but one instance from many) 
that in Deut. xviii. 3, the shoulder, the two cheeks, and the maw 
of the offerings are exacted as the portions of the priests, and in 
Exodus xxix. 27 et seq., Leviticus vii. 32 et seq., x. 14 et seq., 
Numbers vi. 20 and xviii. 18, the right thigh and the breast are ex- 
acted, I for my part am quite content to abide by the " confusion 
and error "which arise from assuming "separate strata" in the 
legislation. 

My indignation at the Jacob of Genesis xxx. and xxxi., thinks 
Professor Green, is directed to the wrong place. It is quite true 
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that Jacob commits his real offense in Genesis xxx., and it never oc- 
curred to me to attempt to palliate it. Nevertheless, I can under- 
stand it quite well as a step taken in self-defence in the struggle 
against the wiles and treachery which Laban had so uniformly 
practiced toward Jacob. The shocking feature for me is contained 
in the hypocrisy of Jacob's account in Genesis xxxi. But Professor 
Green thinks I "miss the very point of the whole narrative" in so 
doing, for though in point of fact Jacob had uninterruptedly car- 
ried on his fraudulent manipulations with the rods, and had accom- 
plished by this means the end that he sought, an angel afterwards 
appeared to him in a dream, and informed him that his successes 
were not due to the peeled rods but to "divine interference in his 
behalf"; and thus he is "cured of his error," and can say to his 
own wives with a clear conscience: "God hath taken away the 
cattle of your father and given them to me." 

The first consideration that I should adduce here in reply to 
Professor Green is, that from a strictly theistic point of view noth- 
ing whatever takes place without "divine interference," — the purely 
mechanical action of natural law or forces is deistic not theistic, — 
so that ultimately every criminal might legitimately justify his con- 
duct by saying that God did it. The question is simply this : does 
the story of Genesis xxx. 37 et seq., itself impute the result effected 
to Jacob's peeled rods, or not ? And on this score I am fortunately 
in the position to appeal to an authority in which Professor Green 
is certain to repose more confidence than he does in me. I possess 
a copy of the official edition of the English Bible, printed by the 
British Bible Society, which gives at the head of each chapter a 
brief synoptic statement of the contents. And what do we read 
here in the case of Genesis xxx? "37 Jacob's policy whereby he 
became rich." Even for the official Bible of the English Church, 
then, (in my copy I find on the title-page the words: "Appointed 
to be read in churches,") the peeled rods of Jacob were actually the 
means by which his vast holdings of cattle were obtained ; and on 
the assumption of the unity of Genesis there is no escape from the 
conclusion that the speech in Genesis xxxi. 5-9, is an infamous 
piece of hypocrisy. 
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I most emphatically protest against the assertion that the par- 
tition of the sources is injurious to what is essential and important 
from a religious point of view in the Bible. Professor Green in- 
stances the life of Abraham. Now, what is there in this story that 
is exemplary and dear from a religious point of view? That Abra- 
ham has implicit trust in God, that he yields implicit obedience to 
God, that amid the most harassing circumstances, in trials and 
tribulations, in temptations and doubt, nay in defiance of all hu- 
man probability, he never once loses confidence in God and his 
promises, and so is ultimately made the recipient of the divine 
blessing. But that is precisely the important point with the Jah- 
vists and the Elohists also, taken by themselves : the priestly nar- 
rative, however, furnishes on this head purely chronological state- 
ments, which are perfectly indifferent from a religious point of 
view. It is absolutely valueless from a religious point of view to 
know how old Abraham was when the various single events of his 
life took place, and how many calendar years his probations lasted. 
I can as little believe that the story acquires its entire "beauty and 
impressiveness " from these facts as I can that the story of the re- 
surrection of Jesus would be enhanced in value by our knowing ex- 
actly how many hundred weight and fractions thereof the stone 
weighed that lay before the sepulchre of our Lord. 

One brief word as to Joshua and Samuel. "When all the peo- 
ple were passed over Jordan, the Lord spake unto Joshua, saying : 
Take twelve men out of the people. . . . And Joshua said unto 
them : Pass over before the ark of the Lord your God into the 
midst of Jordan." So runs the passage in Joshua iv. But the ark 
of the covenant had passed over into the Jordan before the people, 
and had been set up in the midst of the river ; and it was not until 
afterwards that the Israelites "passed over on dry ground, until all 
the people were passed clean over," as reported in Joshua iii. The 
mere statement of this fact is sufficient to refute Professor Green's 
declaration that "it is hard to see how any intelligent reader can 
find difficulty here, or what advantage can be derived from splitting 
this plain and consistent narrative into two conflicting accounts." 
I am quite well aware that everything can be explained by 
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"immediate divine intervention," but what reason can Samuel 
have, in i Samuel x., for causing lots to be cast at all? Was the 
casting of lots the only method of electing a king? Would not 
Israel have accepted his mere word, — the word of "the true prophet 
of Jehovah," — that Jahveh had in the meantime given him a token 
that Saul was the right man for the place? 

And the Saul of i Samuel xi. is the formally elected, solemnly 
acknowledged king of Israel, who is greeted with loud rejoicings 
by his people? Let it be granted even that the messengers from 
Jabesh had proceeded only to Gibeah and had stated their purpose 
of seeking help in all the coasts of Israel, in order to deceive the 
Ammonites regarding the fact that Israel, like the other nations, now 
also had a king. Why, on this supposition, did they not ask for 
the king immediately on arriving in Gibeah ; and when finally Saul 
actually makes his appearance, why do they not hasten towards 
him with the supplication, "Help, O King!" (Compare 2 Samuel 
xiv. 4, and 2 Kings vi. 26.) But Saul is first constrained to ask why 
the people weep, and the people then tell him the tidings of the 
men of Jabesh. Is this the fashion in which ambassadors execute 
their commission to a king, even among the most primitive peoples? 

And now as to Chapters xvi. and xvii. The armor-bearer, the 
personal adjutant of the king, betakes himself to his home, remains 
away so long from the court that he is completely altered in ap- 
pearance, does not return to his post on the breaking out of war to 
accompany his king to the front, but loiters about on the outskirts 
of the camp with the intention of visiting his brothers, by whom 
he is savagely upbraided as having come for the mere idle purpose 
of witnessing the battle, and as having had no business whatever 
with the army. And this same person represents himself to the 
king as a man who had never borne sword and armor, so that it 
would seem as if the two were designedly playing at hide-and-seek 
with each other. But of course everything is possible with Saul, 
for his disorder was an incalculable one, and in the case of a man 
who is absolutely irresponsible for his actions one is not supposed 
to be surprised at anything, not even at what transcends the bounds 
of reason. I had, I admit, not thought of "how far Saul's malady 
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might have affected his memory," but it is a question not of Saul 
alone but also of that mentally and physically sound man Abner, 
who as the commander-in-chief of the army could not have helped 
knowing the personal adjutant of the king. For even Abner him- 
self says : "As thy soul liveth, O King, I cannot tell." Is it pos- 
sible that in the short space of time during which the kingdom ex- 
isted that honest and stout-hearted old warrior, Abner, could have 
developed into so consummate a Polonius as to affirm by a solemn 
oath that the cloud which the king in his insanity declared to be a 
camel was in reality a camel! 

And how does Professor Green explain the difficulty of fact in- 
volved in i Samuel xvii., namely, that according to the express 
statement of 2 Samuel xxi. 19, the giant Goliath of Gath was slain 
in the wars with the Philistines during David's reign, by a Bethle- 
hemite named Elhanan? And has it never been a source of diffi- 
culty to him that the Greek Bible in 1 Samuel xvii. and xviii. has 
left out entire passages? And as to my "splitting" of the books 
of Samuel, sufficient proof that I have made nothing that is either 
injurious or inconsistent out of them will doubtless be furnished by 
my portraiture and characterisation of the two first kings of Israel 
in my History of the People of Israel. 

Professor Green is pleased to see that I entertain no Utopian 
ideas of the Rainbow Bible. I must decline with thanks all congra- 
tulations on this score, for that is something no man of science 
would do. When he complains that the Rainbow Bible does not 
represent the opinions of the school, but only those of the individ- 
ual collaborators, it is to be remarked that scientific schools are 
not like regiments, in which every man wears precisely the same 
uniform, or like monastic orders, in which every individual is bound 
to precisely the same rules. Where they are such, they have 
missed their purpose and are unworthy of science, the very life of 
which is freedom, and in which no other person can think for us, 
but every one stands on his own footing. That which unites the 
schools is merely the sameness of their methods, and the agree- 
ment of their fundamental conceptions. The talent entrusted to 
him each one has to put out to usury on his own account, that it 



THE NEW BIBLE AND THE OLD. 453 

may increase and be productive of gain. Scientific work is under- 
taken only by those who believe they have something distinctively 
their own to offer, something new ; by persons, in short, who be- 
lieve themselves able to advance science. He who rechews the cud 
of what the school has already said, is like the slothful servant who 
hid in the earth the talent entrusted to him. Every scientific work, 
therefore, is in some measure subjective, because even the man of 
science can say only what he believes to be true. That person has 
done his whole duty who has honestly aspired for the truth, and in- 
vestigated it according to his powers. On this point, too, we have 
a superb utterance from Lessing : "Let every man speak out what 
seemeth to him truth, and the truth itself may be commended to God!" 

Green's comparison of the Rainbow Bible to a map is exceed- 
ingly clever ; but are we to cease making maps because the bound- 
aries of countries are liable to change? One could never write a 
text-book on this principle ; for every scientific text-book is liable 
to become antiquated over night through some new and unexpected 
discovery. 

I concede too that the Higher Criticism is liable to error and 
that it actually has erred. But a man who would for that reason 
abjure criticism altogether is like a person who would refuse to use 
railways because trains are liable to run off the track. Science, 
too, is a gift of God, — one of the three, religion, art, and science, 
which first make men of men, and form the foundation of their com- 
manding and God-like position in nature. Even the gifts of God 
may be misused ; but that we should use them to the honor of Him 
who has given them, that is His will. We critics seek the honor of 
God by our work on the Bible. The Bible is to us a document of 
religious history, the collection of the records of His revelation to 
humanity, which we honestly strive to understand, and to under- 
stand further simply as historical religious records; we seek to 
bring them to utterance, and we hearken to their utterances with 
the most affectionate devotion. Only, we believe that in these rec- 
ords written by men for men, God spoke to us in the language of 
men. They are venerated and sanctified for us, yet at the same 
time they are like dear friends, who feel with us and with whom 
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we feel, whom we cherish and to whom our relations are personal 
and heartfelt. The apologists, on the other hand, make of the 
Bible a fetish, to whom sacrifice upon sacrifice must be made, and 
whose features can inspire only fear : but "there is no fear in love, 
but perfect love casteth out fear" (i John iv. 18). And that the 
Rainbow Bible has the power and the mission to promote this 
"perfect love" without fear and to diffuse it broadcast over the 
world, I am certain ; and so let it go its way ' by honor and dis- 
honor, by evil report and good report" (2 Corinthians vi. 8), and 
find entrance to right many hearts who will accept with joyful grati- 
tude the divine truth whenever offered to them in plain and intel- 
ligible form. 

Breslau, November, 1899. C. H. Cornill. 

POSTSCRIPT. 
The sad news of Professor Green's death has just this moment 
reached me. I have assuredly no need of saying that my article 
would have taken a different form, could I have forefelt or known 
in any way of this sorrowful event. Professor Green has now 
passed away, passed from believing to seeing. He knows that 
there has never been a thought on my part of combating him per- 
sonally ; that I have written simply in defence of a cause which to 
me is a sacred one, and of which I have felt myself a chosen advo- 
cate ; and that I did so, merely in order to repel an attack which 
in spite of the utmost recognition I can give of the rectitude and 
probity of my opponent, I could not leave uncontested. Professor 
Green, now that he has been taken from this earthly life, as well 
understands and appreciates my position as I have always under- 
stood and appreciated his. With heartfelt sorrow, I lay a wreath 
on his new-made grave : for he battled manfully for a conviction 
that was sacred to him, that is sacred to many millions and will re- 
main so for a long time to come. Not that which a man has done 
constitutes his worth before God, but that which he has desired to 
do and the manner in which he has done it. And Professor Green's 
endeavor was pure and his deed stainless. 

Breslau, February 17, 1900. C. H. C. 



